Mvessage v

" From: Tesler, Theodore [thtesler@pa.gov]

~ Sent: 11/7/2017 3:53:12 PM
' To: Kristen Wolf [kwolf@pa.gov]; Trevena, Suzanne [Trevena.suzanne@epa.gov]; Kasi, Veronica [vbkasi@pa.gov]
" Subject: RE: REMINDER COMMENTS DUE FRIDAY 11/3: Milestone Guide document for Review

v Same for me ,
. f—vTedvv

From WoIf Krlsten :

Sent Frlday, November 03, 2017 1: 55 PM

To: Trevena Suzahne <Trevena suzanne@epa gov> KaS| Veronrca <vb|<asr@pa gov> TesIer Theodore
<thtesler@pa.gov>. R
Subject RE: REMINDER COMMENTS DUE FRIDAY 11/3 MlIestone Gurde document for Rewew RERTE

' I have no further cdmments to Nicki"s synopsis b‘elo‘w, :

* From: Trevena Suzanne [maIIto Trevena, suzanne@epa g,av]

N Sent: Thursday, November 02,2017 4: :39 PM

-~ TO: Kasi, Veronica <vbkaszgﬂpa gov>; Wolf, Krlsten <kwo§t@pa gd y> Tesler, Theodore <thtes erOpa 9ov>
' Subject ‘RE: REMINDER COMMENTS DUE FRIDAY 11/3: M|Iestone Guide document for Revrew Lo

NICkI o »
I am headrng out for the day and off tomorrow so I II walt to see |f Knsten and Ted have any addltrons 'v o
and T'll review this on Monday. : : : :

- Thank you for: takmg the time to capture your thoughts

Suzanne e

7. From: Kasi, Veronica [mailto:vbkasi®@pa.gov]

~Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 4:25'PM - S oo SRS : : ' : : ' :
To: Trevena, Suzanne <Irevena, swanne@epa g.fov> Krrsten Wolf< onfga)pa BOV > TesIer Theodore <thtesier@pa gov> '
Subject Fw: REMINDER COMMENTS DUE FRIDAY 11/3 M|Iestone Guide document for ReVIew : :

Proposed e‘rnaaI (Knsten and’ Ted pIease feel free to add as you see fit. | just wanted to get this down while | was -
thrnkang about it. ) What do you thrnk? : Lo : : ; ce ;

Before thls Workgroup spends any more tlme deallng W|th the detarls of modlfymg thls document I thlnk there are some v
" more over-arching fundamental questlons and issues that need to be addressed '

1 What is the purpose of thrs document? Is thrs a ”Partnershlp document that describes a consensus approachas
“to how we all will develop, submit and evaluate progress-or is this a definition of “EPA Expectations” that will be -
used as a‘standard for their programmatic evaluation? Thereisa blg dlfference here in the content and how this
‘document is developed based on the answer to this questlon L O

2. If this'is an “EPA Expectatrons document it needs to state more than EPA is going to evaluate our:” v

" program”; How? Usingwhat standard? Our WIP? Our grant workplan? Our- commltments as defmed in the .
Watershed Agreement? Some otherset of crrterla yet to be defmed? .

3. How does this document and the requ1rements defined within it mesh wrth the Watershed Agreement and the v

' EPA Expectatrons Document for the Phase 3 WIP? The first paragraph talks about” agreements by the Executive
'CounC|I beglnnmg in 2008” but no mentron of the 2014 Agreement is made the outcomes and workplans
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developed of the adaptlve management approach taken that is the baS|s for the accountability framework’f v
used to document lmplementatlon : L ' LI

As background for why l am raising these issues, there area number ofd|fferent |n|t|at|ves going-on r|ght now that wrll
- or have, deﬁned reqmrements or expectatlons for the Jur|sd|ct|onal partners to address or comply with, There isa
considerable amount of thought and work belng put mto each of these lnltlat|ves butlam begmnlng to questlon
whether any thought has been put into the impact of one initiative on‘another. For example '
1. The newly released draft Grant Guidance (Nick DiPasquale email dated November 2) references th|s 2-year
mllestone document as’ Attachment 14. On.page 30 of the grant gusdance it talks about grant objectlves belng
linked to the Watershed Agreement management strategies. They also have to be linked directly to the WIP
and/or the two-year milestones. The guidance also goes on'to. requ1re “activities related to the development of
the WIPs must be consistent with EPA expectat|ons and-follows with a list of documents, the. document we. are .
now revising being one of them. This leads me to believe all these |n|t|at|ves have to be |nterconnected and
' addressed by the Jur|sd|ct|ons if we want to continue to receive Chesapeake Bay Program: grant monies.
v 2.°.0n page 3 of their "lnter|m Final Expectat|onsfor the Phase 3 Watershed Implementation Plans”; EPA’also
" “encourages state and local jurisdictions to consider the corollary benefits.of BMPs that are targeted for .
v|mplementat|on Corollary benefits are those. that not only resultin.water quallty lmprovements but could ™
address other 2014 Chesapeake Bay Watershed Agreement Outcomes 7 Asa result of the Strategy’ ReV|ew
System put in place to.review the outcomes from the Watershed Agreement, the Bay Program Management -
Board created an Action Team to further look into how outcomes from the Agreement could be incorporated
into. the WIP. This Actron Team has now |dent|f|ed 12 speC|f|c outcomes from the Watershed Agreement and
developlng material to be mcorporated into each jurisdiction’s Phase 3 WIP. So while it is nota requirement,
‘there:is now certainly the expectation that the jurisdictions’. Phase 3 WIPs will now incorparate some. subset if
~ notall, of these 12 outcomes. : : o S
3. The Management Board with the assnstance of Goal Implementatlon Team 6 recently put in place a Blennlal
" Review System for the review of alt'31 outcomes in the 2014 Watershed Agreement ‘of which the Watershed
Implementation Plans:is one. With each outcome there is a strategy and a two year workplan with, yes,
~milestones. The review of the outcome where the WiP:is included is scheduled for the May 2018 Management
Board Meeting. This means the Water Quallty Goal lmplementat|on Team (WQGIT) will have to start preparlng -
the hecessary templates loglc tables and analyze the existing workplan sometlme within the next:3-4 months in
. orderto have the necéssary materials in place for this May 2018 meetlng of the Management Board. The
- WQGIT will then have 90 days after the June meetmg of the Management Board to develop the next two year
workplan to cover this work. This isin addltlon to the Mllestone Workplans referenced in the documents this
“workgroup is reviewing. 5o this means the Bay Pragram will be asking the Jurrsd|ctlon program staff to be .
writing the Phase 3 WIP; developing 2018-2019 numeric'milestones (I think based on what I can understand
from the text of the proposed changes to this gmdance) and partlcnpatmg inthe development ofa workplan for v
the Watershed Agreement Water: Quahty Outcome all at the same tlme all W|th dlfferent reqwrements
templates and expectations. -Go us. : L o ' : s
4. Inaddition, let’s expand and combine two and three above Assumlng the jurlsd|ct|ons all move: forward W|th
the provisions of 2 and |nc0rporate aspects of these 12 outcomes into their WiPs, these outcomes all-have 2
year workplans with milestones developed for further |mplementat|on These workplans have the potential
of facilitating |mplementat|on of the WIP Unfortunately, all these workplans are on dlfferent two year cycles
inaccordance with the Strategy Review System described in #3. Again, this system is done over a two year cycle .
with a grouping of outcomes being reviewed by the Management Board every couple months The schedule for
‘the review of the 12 outcomes selected for |ncorporat|on into the WIP and the development of new two year.
workplans do not mesh with the development of either the programmatlc or the'numericmilestones for the -
'Phase 3 WIP, nor does the template for these workplans mesh with the milestone template used for the
o WIPs. Talk about an |mplementat|on and coord|nat|on nightmare wa|t|ng to happen | think this is it.

: :5. | have heard more than once, out of the mouths of more than one EPA Chesapeake Bay Program Offlce staff
person; that the commitments identified in the Phase'3 WIPs can be “adaptively managed” and revised through :
the two year milestones.. | would. th|nk formal gmdance on how that is done and how we will demonstrate that .-
‘we are still meeting the original EPA Expectations regardmg the WIPs is needed. 1I'm th|nk|ng this document
should serve that purpose? lf thls is the case l thlnk much more detall is needed and some |nconSIstenC|es v
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addressed For example the states are requrred to use CAST to submlt detalled analyses of the numeric- e
numbers submltted for the progress run and numeric mllestones yet any programmatic changes willbe = =
" “modeled by ERA” without any specifics as to what that means or what data the states will be requrred to:
. submit in order for EPA to do that modeling: : : P -
6. Flnally, last but not Ieast why are we developmg 2018- 2019 mllestones that have to be due January of 2018? v
““ " This is duphcatrve of the 2018 2015 mllestones we have to develop for the WIPS and may r result in being direct -
conflict with the WIPs. This ¢ould result in wasted time explaining things to folks we are trying to work with to
gain their trust. Please try and reconsider requiring this or minimize the requirements as to content for these
'milevstones SO that the apparentduplication between the two is-addressed.

Ijhope this is-helpful. | vloo:k forward to the discussion onthe’lS‘hf.

Veronica Kasi | Program Manager

Chesapeake Bay Program thice

P, 0. Box 8555 v g :

; Department of Environmental Protectaen : T

" Rachel Carson State Office Buatdmg i Harrssburg PA 17105 8555
Phonie: 717.772.4053 ] Fax ?17 Veye 9549 : ' :

WWW. dep pa.gov .

PR LEGED ANEJ CQNHDENTJAL COMMU NE( ATJON The fnformataen tra ":smatted is znte 1ded ontv for the pel soh Or v

v entstv tey whiom itis addressed and may contain canfidential and;’er privileged material. A Ny use of this informat on |

- pther than by the.intended recipient is prohibited. Efyou receive this) message in error, please send a reply e-mail to the
sende and deiete the materaai from any and all computers .

From Trevena Suzanne [maatto Trevena suzannet{i)ema gov]

Sent: Tuesday, October 31,2017 4:38 PM ; : ; : S

. TorAlena.C Hartman@wy.gov; Allen, Greg <allen.greg®epa, 90v> Ann Swanson (aswanson@chesbav us) v
<aswanson@chesbay.us>; Bisland, Carin <bisland, carm@epa Lov>; Brittany Sturgis <Brit! dnv Sturgis@state.deus>; Day,"
g Chrlstopher <Dav Lhristep ﬁei@epa gov>; dbhelin@ene.com; Diane Davis <dzane davis? @dc. govs; Doug Ashlme s :
(dougtas ashliine@dec. ny.gov) <dougtas ashline@dec.ny.gov>; Edward, James <edward. ames(ﬁepa 2OV>; Gable KeIIy
<Gable Kelly@epa.gov>; psandi@mdestate.mduus; HSTEWART@dnr state.md.us; lzraeli; Ruth L : '
<lzraedi, Ruth@epa ZOV>; James Davis Martin (James.Davis-Martin@deq. vsrg;ma gev) <lames. Davr&

: Martzncf‘}deq v rgnnaa gov> Jenmfer A. Vo[k <§ennvoti(@udei edu> Jenmfer Kelsman < kezsman@urys gov> Jlm George 'v :

<Eat iren.town ev@dec [y, gov> Marcra Fox <marcia, tox@state de.uss; Mark., Davas@ctate de us; McNally, Dianne -

<mmativ dianne@epa. zOV>; Megan Bascone <"ne§?an bascone()ded virginia.gov>; Paul Emmart
<PEmi mart@w de.state.md. ut,> Peter Bouxseln <PB(JUK sein b, org>; Power Lucmda <powe tut:mda@epa ﬂfov>
Russell Baxter Commonwealth of Vlrglma (f\t 155, Saxter@goverrmr vsrg nig. gov) <Ru Baxter@govemor vargmsa gov>

. Teresa M-Koon <Teresa M Keen@wv B0y>; Thynge Megan <Thvnge Meaan@epa gov> Vetter Doreen
<velter, doreen@epa gov> Woh‘ Kristen < kwolf@pa.gov>
Subject REMINDER COMMENTS DUE FRIDAY. 11/3 Milestone Guide’ document for Review

" v Good afternoon

Thisis a frlendly reminder that Comments are due Fnday November 3 on the updates to the. I\/hlestone
. -Guide. Thanks to those who sent comments already. This will help me to revise the documentin . -
- advance of our call on 11/15 and to have a more targeted drscussron on specrflc concems folks: have

' regardmg the updated document :

Please use track 'cha'nges when possible and I'requested each state/organization would submit 1
~ version with feedback (or set of comments). Prior e-mail messages to you all are captured below. -
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Thanks so much,
. Suzanne
Suzanne Trevenav B
EPA Region 3.

1650 Arch St (3WP10)
Philadelphia, PA 19103~

o '215 814-5701

’ From Trevena Suzanne
Sent: Wednesday, October 11, 2017 3: 52 PM

o Subject RE Mllestone WG caII 11/15/17 1 3PI\/I

Good afternoon

Based on the schedulrng polt to ensure l have representatron from all Junsdrctrons on th|s call please

S reserve Wednesday November 15 2017 from 1-3PM for our call

) Ca” in # i Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) |-
Code: Ex. 6 Personal Privacy (PP) )

~ Please send me your written comments on the draft Milestone Guide by November 3.1 will

- work to address comments/proposed revisions and create a more informed agenda based on your-

- feedback. - Please use track changes if possible- when sharing the document back wrth me and ideally -
~each state/organlzatlon woutd submlt 1 ver3|on W|th feedback ' ; : -

We will dISCUSS the Gurde itself (which mcludes the trajectory questron) and Mrlestone Trmrng for o
2018-2019 mrlestones If you have additional questlons or topics you 'd like drscussed as a group
please send those to me by November 3as weII

Thanks: and I'look fonNard to talking wrth you all. Apologres | couldn’t make an earlrer date work but [

really want as many of you as possible available for discussion.

Don t hesrtate to reach out wrth questrons in the meantrme

'Than ks
Summma |

Suzanne Trevena
- 'EPA Region 3-

+"1650 Arch St (3WP10) ~ =
Phlladelphra PA 19103

e 215 -814-5701
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From Trevena Suzanne v i
. Sent: Frlday, October 06, 2017 9:16 AI\/I S
: Subject I\/Illestone Gwde document for Rewew

Good mornvlng,' ,

While I am mvestlgatlng the ldeal date for us to gather ona caII I wanted to share W|th you the |
~markup of the Milestone Guide. | am’ attachlng the 2011 final Milestone Guide for reference, a clean

- revised 2017 Milestone Guude and a “Comparlson document” WhICh shows the majorlty of the track
i 'changes for ease of flndlng the reVISIons )

The purpose of the Mllestone Guude is to provide EPA’s expectations for jurisdictions and federal

o agencies in the development and reporting of two-year milestones. - The most significant changes

- from 2011 are to better address 508 compliance, which includes:ensuring all documents postedto .
- EPA’s webSIte are accessible to people with disabilities. Revisions to the text were geared to cIarrfy -
o language and changes that occurred over the years to |mprove the I\/Illestone process and to : '

' document these decnsnons/changes . 3

You wnII not see in the Comparlson document track changes is where aII footnotes were deleted and
have been converted to hyperlinks and the Gantt chart in former Appendix A was deleted and '

' j{: ', replaced with text to explain the milestone chronology in Appendix B:* Warning: formatting may bev a.

. little off in the Comparison version due to comparing with an older Word version.. | willaddress all
formattlng |ssues in the flnaI v T

- Thanks for your time to review the updated Mllestone Gulde and I W|II reach out shortly to conflrm the R

- date of the call and caII information.

gmmmme :

" ‘Syzanne Trevena

. EPA Region 3.

1650 Arch St (3WP10) -
v PhlIadeIphIa PA 19103 -
215 814- 5701 :
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